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A complete written statement as to the substance of any face-to-face, video conference, or telephone interview with regard to an application must be made of record in the 
application whether or not an agreement with the examiner was reached at the interview. 

Title 37 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) § 1.133 Interviews 
Paragraph (b) 

In every instance where reconsideration is requested in view of an interview with an examiner, a complete written statement of the reasons presented at the interview as 
warranting favorable action must be filed by the applicant An interview does not remove the necessity for reply to Office action as specified in §§ 1.111. 1.135. (35 U.S.C. 1 32) 

37 CFR §1.2 Business to be transacted in writing. 
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Comments; 

Examiner Huynh: 

Attached is a proposed request for reconsideration that we wish to discuss at the interview 
Wednesday, March 1 at 1:30 pm. 

Mario A. Costantino 



■ . « 1 

Sent By: ms 

This facsimile is intended only for the use of the individual or entity named above and may contain 
privileged or confidential information. If you are not the intended recipient, or the employee or agent 
responsible to deliver it to the intended recipient, you are notified that any review, dissemination 
distribution or copying of this facsimile is prohibited. If you have received this facsimile in error please 
immediately notify us by facsimile or telephone, and return the facsimile to us by mail at the above 
address. 



277 South Washington Strect 
Alexandria. Virginia 32314 



Telephone: i7o31 836-6AOO 
Facsimile: (70S) 836-3787 

5-MAlL: EMAIL90LtPT.COM 

wv/w.Oliff.com 
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PATENT APPLICATION 

IN THE UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE 
In re the Application of 

Yukihiro NAKASAKA et al. Group Art Unit: 3747 

Application No.: 10/058,305 Examiner: H. Huynh 

Filed: January 30, 2002 Docket No.: 111568 

For: CONTROL APPARATUS FOR MULTI-CYLINDER INTERNAL COMBUSTION 
ENGINE AND CONTROL METHOD 

REQUEST FOR RECONSIDERATION 



Commissioner for Patents 

P.O. Box 1450 

Alexandria, VA 22313-1450 



PROPOSED 



Sir: 

In reply to the December 9, 2005 Office Action, Applicants request reconsideration of 
this application. Claims 19, 22-24, 35 and 40-50 are pending. 

Claims 19, 22-24, 35 and 40-50 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §102(e) over U.S. 
Patent No. 6,286,478 to Atago et al. This rejection is respectfully traversed. Atago et al. does 
not disclose or suggest the combinations of features recited in the independent claims of this 
application. 

Atago et al. discloses determining an air-fuel ratio for each cylinder (see coL 9, line 63 
- col 10, line 4 and col. 10, lines 52-67) and then determining the air flow based on that 
determined air-fuel ratio (see col. 10 lines 5-7 and col. 11, lines 1-5). Atago et al. then 
determines a swirl number (see col. 11, lines 5-12) and determines the intake valve opening 
timing, the valve opening time (or the predetermined crank angle), and the valve opening lift 
ofthe intake valve (see col. 10, lines 8-21 and col. lljines 13-24). As described at col. 10, 
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lines 48-51 and col. 11, lines 29-39, Atago et al. then corrects the basic fuel injection 
"according to the determined valve opening timing, the valve opening time and the maximum 
valve lifting amount" In particular, Atago et al. calculates "a correction coefficient based on 
the valve opening timing, the valve opening time (or the predetennined crank angle) and the 
valve opening lift of the intake valve." Atago et a), indicates that the "correction coefficient is 
a special correction item given in consideration of the influence on the combustion stability of 
the engine in association with the operation of the intake valve." See col. 1 1, lines 34-38. As 
described at col. 7, line 56 - col. 8, line 2, "combustion stability" as used in Atago et al. 
relates to the effect of changes in the engine load for a given air-fuel ratio. 

With respect to all independent claims pending in this application (claims 19, 23, 35, 
41, 43 and 46), Atago et al. does not disclose or suggest taking any corrective actions "to 
reduce the variation in the air-fuel ratio among the plurality of cylinders." Atago et al. does 
not discuss variation in air-fuel ratio among the plurality of cylinders . While Atago et al, 
discusses a "target A/F difference of each cylinder" (see, for example, col. 1 0, line 7), this 
target A/F difference of each cylinder pertains to "a difference between the regular A/F of the 
cylinder and the special target A/F for a cold start ... of each cylinder." Sec, for example, 
col. 9, lines 52-62 of Atago et al. The target A/F difference does not relate to differences in 
air fuel ratio among the plurality of cylinders. 

Accordingly, Atago et al, does not disclose or suggest "a controller that detects a 
variation in an air-fuel ratio among the plurality of cylinders" and that "corrects a fuel 
injection quantity on the basis of the detected variation in the air- fuel ratio and an operation 
angle of an intake valve of each of the cylinders so as to reduce the variation in the air-file) 
ratio when the variation is detected" as recited in independent claim 1 9, or the similar method 
steps recited in independent claim 35. Atago et al. does not disclose or suggest that its 
correction coefficient, which may be calculated based on the predetermined crank angle, 
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reduces variation in the air-fuel ratio among the plurality of cylinders . For similar reasons, 
Atago et al. does not disclose or suggest the claim 23 "controller that reduces a variation in an 
air-fuel ratio among the plurality of cylinders by correcting a fuel injection quantity," the 
similar method of independent claim 41, the claim 43 "controller that reduces a variation 
among the plurality of cylinders on the basis of an operation angle of an intake valve of each 
of the cylinders," or the similar method of independent claim 46. 

Independent claims 23, 41, 43 and 46 are patentable over Atago et al. for the 
additional reasons that Atago et al. does not disclose or suggest the specific steps recited in 
these claims, which result in "updating a fuel injection quantity correction coefficient" 
(claims 23 and 41) or "updating a correction coefficient" (claims 43 and 46) based on a 
calculated relationship between the operation angle of the intake valve and the "calculated 
fuel injection quantity correction coefficient" (claims 23 and 41) or the "calculated correction 
coefficient" (claims 43 and 46). The relationships recited in claims 23, 41, 43 and 46 are not 
calculated, and thus are not used, in Atago et al, Dependent claims 49 and 50 are further 
patentable over Atago et al. for this reason as well. 

Furthermore, Atago et al. does not disclose or suggest that the amount of correction 
for reducing the variation is increased as the operation angle of the intake valve is decreased, 
as recited in dependent claims 22, 24, 40, 42, 45 and 48. These claims thus are patentable 
over Atago et al. for this additional reason- 
In view of the foregoing, Applicants respectfully submit that this application is in 
condition for allowance. Favorable reconsideration and prompt allowance are earnestly 
solicited. 
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Should the Examiner believe that anything further would be desirable in order to place 
this application in even better condition for allowance, the Examiner is invited to contact 
Applicants' undersigned attorney at the telephone number listed below. 

Respectfully submitted, 



JAO:MAC/ccs 

Date: February 27, 2006 

OUFF & BERRIDGE, PLC 
P.O. Box 19928 
Alexandria, Virginia 22320 
Telephone: (703) 836-6400 



PROPOSED 

James A. Oliff 
Registration No. 27,075 



Mario A. Costantino 
Registration No. 33,565 



DEPOSIT ACCOUNT USE 

AUTHORIZATION 
Please grant any extension 

necessary for entry; 
Charge any fee due to our 
Deposit Account No. 15-0461 
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